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SUMMARY

The Center for Devel opment Information and Evauation (CDIE) recently completed an
assessment of what many insde and outside the Agency for Internationa Development (A.1.D.) consider
to be the Agency's most digtinctive and vauable asset: its in-country presence. The assessment identified
the basic advantages of A.1.D.'sin-country presence and reviewed the relationship of these advantagesto
the actud functions performed by U.S. staff overseas. Moreover, it formulated options the Agency could
adopt to increase cogt-effectiveness while maintaining the essential benefits of in-country presence.

The assessment found the presence of A.1.D. foreign service officers and their supporting staff

abroad to be an integral part of the Agency's development assistance program. A.l.D. presence offered
two chief advantages for ddivering economic and development assstance: influence and program
accountability (as digtinct from financial accountability).
Two overarching concernswere cited. First, A.1.D. should implement transition management strategies
in which Missions plan how and when to transfer the responsibility for managing development to recipient
countries as those countries grow in self-reliance and become better able to handle these responsibilities.
Second, A.1.D. should rely more on itsforeign nationa staff to perform many of the tasks now performed
exclusvey by U.S. gaff.

In additionto these overarching changesin the A.1.D. approach, the assessment recommended a
number of short-, medium-, and long-term options. A new gtaffing approach, the strategic objectives
approach, is a keystone among these recommendations. This approach recommends that overseas
Missions be staffed according to strategic program objectives. A Mission would have a principd officer
and then one U.S. staff member for each program objective. Other functions would be performed by
foreign nationds, contractors, or U.S. regiond or A.l.D./Washington staff.

BACKGROUND

Aspart of the review of many aspects of A.1.D. management underway between 1991 and 1992,
the Administrator tasked CDIE to undertake an assessment of A.l.D.'s in-country presence. A.l.D.'s
Congressiond oversight committees, especidly the Foreign Operations Subcommittee



of the House Appropriations Committee (the "Obey Committeg"), and the Internationd Affars Divison
of the Office of Management and Budget had also expressed particular interest in this subject.

CDIE assembled a team of 11 veteran U.S. direct hire employees, one retired A.l.D. Mission
Director, and one private-sector consultant in organizationa development to complete the assessment.
CDIE dso worked closdly with a steering committee comprising key budget and workforce planning staff
within the Agency to write the assessment's scope of work and to monitor the study's progress. The
Washington and field-based data gathering, research, andysis, and report preparation took place over a
1-year period from July 1991 to July 1992.

A.l.D.'sApproach

CDIE's assessment asked three mgjor questions:

What are the essential advantages of A.1.D.'sin-country presence?

Do the functions that are actudly performed oversess effectively exploit those advantages?
What cogt-effective aternative configurations could be proposed that would retain the
demonstrated advantages of U.S. in-country presence?

The assessment team conducted more than 400 interviews, employing both open-ended and
structured questionnaires. The team initidly interviewed senior A.l.D./Washington managers from dl
bureaus to determine the perception from Washington regarding the benefits of in-country presence aswell
as the functions best performed oversess. It then traveled to ten countries, Bolivia, Costa Rica, Guines,
Honduras, Indonesia, Kenya, Morocco, Pakistan, Senegdl, and Uganda, for extensive interviews.

In each country, the team interviewed dl U.S. staff, senior FSN and personal services contract
daff, and representatives from the host government, other donors, project consultants, and the private
sector. The questions focused on respondents perceptions of the advantages and disadvantages of
in-country presence, the vaue of the A.l.D. presence and its decentraized mode of adminigtration, the
functions performed overseas and whether these functions could be performed e sewhere or by other, less
cogily, categories of employees, whether the Mission could be configured more cost-effectively, and the
effectiveness of A.1.D.'s approach relative to that of other donors.

The assessment team deliberately avoided gpproaching this task as a budget-driven exercise to
reduce U.S. saff levels overseas as a management device for OE savings. Rather, the approach was to
investigate and determine the most rational and cost-efficient approach for delivering an effective and
high-impact foreign ass stance program, consistent with political and developmentd redlities, in thisdecade
and beyond.

The team attempted to discover how Missions had come to be staffed as they were, snce many
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cong derations seemed to be a play. The Budget Office of the Directorate for Finance and Administration
bases Mission gaffing on program size and composition, but those considerations did not gppear to provide
a aufficient explanation. A CDIE regresson andyss demondrated that severd independent varigbles
(budget size, budget source, number of projects, PL 480 program) in fact explained about 90 percent of
the variations in worldwide U.S. staff. Nevertheess, some Missions had actud levels of U.S. gtaff that
differed sgnificantly from predicted levels. These divergences may represent an inefficient dlocation of
resources.

FINDINGS

The assessment team found that thein-country presence of A.1.D. foreign service officersand their
supporting staff is an integra part of the development assstance program, rather than one management
mode among others, al more or less equdly effective. The costs associated with that presence are thus
directly linked to the achievement of the U.S. Government's development objectives within individua
countries. Attempts to lower those costs by subgtituting a less expensve management mode without
in~country presence would therefore compromise effectiveness. All the interviews revealed a common
perception that A.l.D.'s form of in-country presence reflects a foreign assistance approach characterized
by close collaboration, hands-on involvement, and a preoccupation with accountability and short-term
results.

Advantages

Theinterviews caled attention to many advantages perceived to derive from in-country presence.
However, only two of these advantages, influence and program accountability, seemed to depend on an
in-country staff to regp their full impact.

The persond relationshipsthat A.1.D. foreign service officersare able to establish by working daily
with host-country counterparts are akey asset. These ongoing relationships enhance the effectiveness and
impact of the U.S. taxpayers investment in foreign ass sance programsthrough avariety of postivefactors,
induding better understanding of loca conditions, political and cultura sengitivity; ready access to host
country officids; sustained, day-to-day involvement in the process of policy reform; kegping development
on the U.S. agenda; and more effective promotion of senstive issues, such as family planning and
environmenta protection.

As areault, influence can be applied to programs and policiesand isexercised a severd different
levelsto

1 Shape the country program to best enhance development prospects and to ensure that U.S.
policy objectives are redized



I Convince the recipient government to make the policy changes necessary to overcome
obstacles to its country development

I Build consensus among donors in identifying the country's obstacles to development and the
appropriate measures to be taken to deal with them

1 Persuade Washington decison-makersto accept and support policy objectives specific to and
appropriate for each country assisted

Accountability for program effectiveness, as digtinguished from financia accountability, improves
the qudity of program and project implementation, alows for regular project reviews and for quick re-
sponse to new priorities, permits mid-course corrections in implementation, generates better information
on what is really going on ingde the project, leads to prompt decison-making by A.I.D., facilitates
resolution of misunderstandings and miscommunication, and provides for indtitutiona continuity.

Disadvantages

There are d s0 disadvantagesto asignificant in-country presence, including (1) atendency toward
heavy-handed and paterndigtic approaches to design and implementation, which inhibits “ownership™ of
activitiesby the recipient governments and thwarts the maturation and ability of these governmentsto handle
their own affairs; (2) an excessve use of American technical experts, even when qualified loca expertsare
avaladle (3) adiffuson of program activities; (4) isolation of U.S. staff from professona peers; (5)
inconsistent interpretation of rules and regulations; (6) physical security; (7) and codt.

Some of the large and medium-sized Missons have become mini-A.l.D./Washingtons with their
own interna bureaucracies. The need for review by, and clearancesfrom, abevy of procedurd specidists
tendsto congtrain theflexibility, quick decison-making, and risk-taking that decentraization was designed
to promote. As one fidld Mission Director stated in an interview: “ Staff begets work!”

Analysis of Over seas Functions

After identifying the mgor advantages of A.l.D.'s in-country presence, the team looked at what
functions overseas daff are actudly performing in order to determine whether the functions further the
advantages.

Thisandysssought to identify functionsthat (1) U.S. employeeshad to performin-country in order
to redize the advantages of in-country presence; (2) though useful to perform in-country, could be more
codt-effective if performed by other than U.S. employees;, and (3) could be more codt-effective if
performed ether regiondly or in A.l.D./Washington.

Some functions, particularly those rdating to policy didogue, strategy formulation, and program
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and project negotiations, are so intimately linked to influence and program accountability that they should
only be performed by U.S. staff assigned to the country. But asignificant number of overseas staff do not
contribute directly to the identified advantages of in-country presence, despite their full-time (and often
overtime) occupation with meaningful and necessary work. Many of these staff members are busy with
program support tasks, such as lega advice, procurement, contracting, project design, and evauation,
which could be more cogt-€effective if provided to the Missons by FSNs or contract staff, through visits
from regiond locations or A.l.D./Washington, or by taking advantage of the high-tech communication
facilities now available to increesng numbers of Missions, such as facamile transmisson, eectronic mail,
computer modem, and satellite telephone.

Other donors usudly have much smdler gaff than does A.1.D., but they do not aways seek the
same objectives and have far fewer oversight concerns. The quality of development performance, for
example, isof far lessingtitutiona concernto mogt bilaterd donorsthanitisto A.1.D. (athoughitisof grest
persona interest to their officids in the field). Moreover, where development assistance is meeting the
donors commercid objectives, the qudity of performance is dearly amargind issue. Illudrative of this
point isthe emphasisdifferent donors put on their individua program portfolios. A comparison of themgjor
bilaterd donors resource flows during 1988-1989 shows that while A.I.D.'s focus was on program
assstance, the other bilateral donors concentrated more on economic infrastructure projects (e.g.,
transportation and energy), which are usudly turnkey operations implemented by contractors from the
donor country (see figure). Thus comparisons of A.l.D. and other donors in-country presence must teke
these factors into account.

For A.1.D. toreduceits overseas presenceto the staff size of other principal donorswould require
an unworkable recentraization of authority in A.l.D./Washington and a dramatic reduction in both the
scope of the assistance effort and the audits, controls, and legidative oversght to which the program is
subjected.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS

Overarching Concerns

The determination of the essentid advantages of A.l.D.'s in-country presence, as well as the
andysis of critical Misson functions, led the assessment team to consider how to preserve these advantages
and to increase codt-effectiveness a the same time.  This led, in turn, to identifying two overarching
concerns, which need to be addressed everywhere: making trangtion strategies a mgjor goa for the
Agency and increasing the use of foreign nationads (FSNS).

Transtion Strategies



A.1.D. Missions currently neither plan for diminishing their level of participation nor work toward
the day when A.1.D. can withdraw. The present high degree of oversight dowstherate a which arecipient
country develops the skills and capacity to manage its development resources and increases the risk of
establishing and perpetuating dependency, not only on external resources but also on external management
of those resources. Although different time frames would gpply to different country Situations, the gradud
trangtion and transfer of management and accountability responsihbilities from the donor to the recipient
should bemade amgjor god and part of most Missons overdl program srategy and implementation plans.
This planning, however, failsto occur both because the incentivesfor career enhancement reward Misson
growth, not trangtion planning, and because the ever-increasing contract monitoring rules, reporting
requirements, and financia accountability regulations militate againg relinquishing control.

FSN Under utilization

Underutilizationof FSNsispervasve a the professond staff level, whereasin many instancesthey
could replace present U.S. personnd. Unfortunately, agreet dedl of confusion prevailsregarding thelegd
congraints to relying more on FSNs for key functions. Missions should assess the full capabilities and
potentid of their present FSN staff and other individuas available localy, receive definitive guidance from
A.l1.D./Washington on the upper limitsof FSN responsbilities (which should be purposefully broadened),
and then use these factors as mgjor determinants of U.S. staffing requirements.

Opportunities

Fndly, the assessment team identified aseries of optionsthat A.1.D. should consider in developing
an improved system for future affing of overseas Missons and offices. These options, which are not
mutualy exclusive, are divided into three categories:

1 Optionsthat can be implemented fairly quickly in the short term with minimum restructuring.

1 Optionstha would require moderate restructuring and could be implemented in the medium
term.

1 Anoption that would employ a strategic management gpproach to workforce alocation and
would require moretimeto implement sgnificant changesintheway A.1.D. saffsand manages
the ddlivery of foreign assistance.

Short-Term Opportunities
I Adjus current U.S. gtaffing imbaances from overdaffed Missions to understaffed Missons.

1 [dentify more countries to be designated as advanced developing countries, such as Costa
Rica, Indig Thaland, and Tunisa Advanced developing countries are cgpable of managing



their own development programs withaminimum A.1.D. presence, resulting in downszing of
U.S. direct hire saff. The assstance program portfolio should be adjusted accordingly to
enable the host country to manage the program with minima A.l.D. monitoring.

1 Reducedaffing in some of the more unfavorable devel opment environmentswhere the program
has been established for largely politica reasons.

I Reduce documentation and Mission reporting requirements by arigorousfollow-up of present
efforts to reform project documentation and reduce the inordinate up-front time now being
spent on detailed project design and andysis.

I Reduce bureau and Mission competition for scarce Saff and budgetary resources by relieving
the Missions of the sole responsibility for country program advocacy, relying instead on joint
A.l.D./Washington-Mission teams to establish the objectives, strategy, and rationae for
country programs to be implemented by the Missions.

Medium-Term Opportunities

1 Asjudified by cogt-benefit andyss, expand regiond and shared services, as exemplified by
the two Regiond Economic Development Services Offices in Abidjan and Nairobi; establish
a shared-service organization—or even aregiond Misson—for Centra America.

I Recognizing that other donors now work effectively in many fields, concentrate programs on
fewer development problems and on what A.I.D. does best. Reducing the number of
management units—perhaps by putting a floor of $5 million under bilaterd project sze—will
lessen the requirement for staff.

I Create incentives to encourage the most efficient and cost-effective in-country presence for
each Mission and office, thus replacing the present system that seems to award program
volume and staff Size as pogitive performance factors.

1 Edablish Misson antennae in A.1.D./ Washington that would relocate current Mission staff
who do not directly contribute to the advantages of in-country presence. Such antennae
would be physicaly separate from the geographic bureaus and task-dedicated to their
Missions, reporting to the Mission Director.

I Since much of the judtification for U.S. staff is based on A.l.D./Washington and Mission
concerns for financid accountability and a pervasve fear of audits, introduce the concept of
appropriate or “limited accountability.” That concept would assess the cost of totd
accountability againg the limited protection it provides, the heavy work load it causes, and the
large commitment of gaff timeit requires.

Long-Term Opportunities

Establish the concept of a“core’ Misson with staff limited to those absolutely required to achieve



the Misson's drategic objectives. Similar to zero-based budgeting, this concept would have a U.S.
principa officer asthe only given, with additiond U.S. program managers tied to the number and type of
drategic objectives for each country program. Increases above this core staff would have to be judtified.

This Evauation Highlights was prepared by Ronad D. Levin of the Center for Development
Information and Evauation (CDIE). The Highlights summarizes the findings of an assessment of A.1.D.'s
in-country presence. The report entitled A.1.D.'s In-Country Presence: An Assessment, A.1.D. Program
and Operations Assessment Report No. 3 (PN-AAX-260) can be ordered from the DISC, 1611 North
Kent Street, Suite 200, Arlington, VA 22209-2111, or by caling (703) 351-4006.



